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ABSTRACT p : 
; This study investigated’student satisfaction with 
their teacher education coucest and student teaching experiences. 
Subjects were’ student teachers at Tennessee Technological University 
during the fall of 1973 through winter 1976. An Opinionnaire was 
administered prior to and immediately following the student teaching 
experience which solicited responses to three major types of 
questions: (1) To what extent were specific course offerings seen as 
valuable to teaching? (2) To what extent was the instruction in those 
courses effective? and (3) To what extent did the student feel he 
possessed specific understandings and skills idéntified as objectives 
of those courses? Analysis of the data revealed that student 
teachers! perceptions of their teacher education courses and 
experiences significantly changed after the student teaching 
experience. A pattern in the responses emerged that demonstrated that 
the student teachers tended to rate the items relating to the 
instruction and value of their courses lower after the student 
teaching experience and that they rated perceptions relating to their 
understanding of their professional areas and skills considerably 
higher after the student teaching experience. (MM) " 
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Sage During the-past decade there’has been a grad: des of emphasis on establish . 
"ing the relevance of programs and ences bhai at the collegiate level. 
Tennessee Tech has been an active participant in this movement. Efforts e the 


is " “Gollege of Education thave taken a number of forms. ~~ 
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In, 1970 1 a subconmittee of the Committee on Teacher Education ‘held 
hearings at which the entire staff -of the College of Education ‘was 
invited to present objectives of professional courses for evaluation « 
and criticism. The emphasis’was on eliminating duplication and ~ 


-' clarifying the purposes of existing courses. Some significant 


course changes were iia but there no stédent involvement 


in the process. 


Since: that time the College has also encouraged course evaluation by 


students and peers. This has yvesulted in significant data but 
placed emphasis primarily.on individual teaching skis and effective 


. paras relations rather than course relevance. « 


Suewaye have been made of ‘the graduates of Tennessee Tech's College - 
of Education since 1964, but in 1970 a systematic survey ef graduates 


_.-4n teacher dducatien and their employers wa’ begun. In 1973 thié was’ 
- ‘supplemented by the addition of Tech's Teacher Evaluation Model which 


included direct observation of selegted teacher graduates.. In this 
program, however, -the population consists only of graduates actually 
anyolves in Bessbing, : 
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‘ NEED FOR THE STUDY 


he current study resulted from a cencem by the Office of Laboratery 


-Experjences regarding. the vplineery isl that student teachers provided 


on instruments designed ‘to evaliiate their teaching experience. Certain open — 


. ended questions generated response’ critical of ‘program raion antl the 
tuality oS instruction. — : 


It ras felt that earlier efforts at evaluation had placed undue emphasis 
on the faculty’ 8 perception of its courses and programs ani ‘in cases where 


: students were involved, on their perveption of the instructor's performance. 
_ For these reasons the ‘decision was, made to differentiate between the quality. of” 


instruction, ‘the value of. courses ‘ perceived content preparation in the pro- 
féssional component. It was ee felt aca how students perceived these thee: 
areas was of critical importance ‘end that these perceptiofis might be expected to . 


. \ 


change as a result of some aaptannas in teaching. 


“ | 7 | PLAN OF THE STUDY 

Cocmediantily’ it was determined to administer an evaluation instrument 
inmediately prior to student teaching and again immediately following student 
teaching. Student teaching ‘at Termessee Tech constitutes an entire quarter! 8 
work and in viftually afl cases, the total professional course sequence has been 
eee The instrument asked responses to three major types of questions. 


1. To what extent were specific course offerings seen as valuable td 
- teaching? \ 


2. To what extent was the instruction in those courses: effective? - 


3. To what extegt did the student feel he possessed specific understandings 
and skills ordinarily identified as objectives of those courses? ° 
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: ‘ wh ok | ") san ag ae : ce ee ‘ 
- i: es : : : iy , 3 . 
oar F ms “the anita instrument yes ns ceveiobet ii Sail Haw tales’ andl 
= : . Peni ona trial basis at, the end of the Fall, 1973, Quarter with a. 
ho” pevaged: version being administered at the beginning of the Winter Quarter, ‘gt. 
C ‘The yfiret pre-to-post: assessment “was made in the Spring, 1974 and has been 
ote. continued sirice that time. Data. for this study includes Fall, 1974, and Winter 
.and Spring, 1976, which are. illustrative of the total data gathered. 
Additional data not presented at this session, but which yielded data -— 
important to ater devetnonait; includes stnienk perceptions for each quarter 
as well as by major field of study. | | 
i A 


PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 
earnestis Tech's professional. ‘sequence includes work at ee level from ; 


a) 
the Freshman to Senior year. ; SE Ww oe 4 en . 
1. Freshmen complete an introductory course ‘designed to acquaint them - 
« *° with the profecsicn. 


: 2. Sophomores study’ in the peyenoiopieal foundations maine General 
ti. Psychology, Human Growth and. Development , and Educational Psfchology. F 


3. Junior’ and Seniors continue foundations study with Social Foundations: ‘ 
ny and History and Philosophy of Education. Additionally they take from 
\ one to three methods courses depending on the area of study. Most 
students complete a Methods of Teaching Lab which emphasizes specific 
instructional skills and use of audiovisual aids. 
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4, All students participate if: a variety of paraprofessional assignments 
- throughout the program either in connection with specific courses .or 
on as practicum experiences. ~ os 
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“1 ]\ he research, procedure utilized ‘for evaluating student satis- e « 
. faction’ with’ their pre-student teaching experiences and vesining : 
was esentially descriptive. The. opiniongaire type weiteen survey “ . 
ineluded NT ‘4tems plus three additiona} categorical items.: The 
scale chosen for rating the AT items was @ simple Pivesdivietonal ie 
seale ranging from’a high of excéllent to a tow of poor. The data ; 
_ collected from the dnstousent were coded numerically with the 
a a or a value of five fora rating of. excellent toa value ; 
of one for a rating ‘of poor. This pYovided for a direct input into 
standard statistical programs availdble in the university computing 
center. Data were collected on IBM cards which were . SPR RrE an ECelny 
read into ve computer. | 

The administration of the instrument to the student teacher Ya 
groups consisted of pre-assessment for consecutive quarters be- 
* ginning in the Winter of 1974 and coritinuing through Spring Ginbtee 
of, 1976. The pre-assessment was completed at the general assembly 
of all student. teachers just prior to their first day of assignment 
at their student teaching stations. A post-assessment was taken 
from student teachers during the Spring andsFall Quarters of 1974 
and Winter and Spring Quarters of 1976. This was accomplished 
through the cooperation of the university supervisors assigned to. 
the student teaching group.’ The number of returns: from the post- 
assessment was only 75 percent of rhe pre-assessment .* An initial 


pre-to-post comparison was made for the data eoiltected during the 


- Spring Quarter of 1974, This study, has incorporated comparisons 
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ees “fvom. pre-to-post, for the ug data over the ies quarters ‘=> 


Fall, 1974, Winter and ‘Spring, 1976. 


. The statistical methods employes during the devenelewetaw 


provided mean ratings,. standard deviations, frequency and percentages 
, and both the chi squared and the F-ratio ‘statistical tests. “These 
were calculated via the subroutines available in: the ‘SPSS program 


available in the D.-W.° Mattson Computing Center at Tennessee 
, rechnological University. 
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1Norman H. Nie, et. al., Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, 
Second Edition, McGraw Hill Company, New, York, 1975. 
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‘ one SeRNESS fron - this investigation indicate that statistically. 


! ~ 


significant changes occurred in e responses to a number -of items. 


on an assessment of student, teacher ratings ¢ollected before and = 


after the student teaching gepex tance. Changes reflected trends 


“which were more négativé ‘on some ‘items and more positive on 


. 


items. - Statistically significant trends were noted in more 


50 percent of the 47 ibems on the instrument.+ The results 


follow ate presented Segre wah aie sca swine format: (1) 


other 
than _ 
which 4° 


The item 


is presented as it is ~atated on a instrument; ve) the frequencies, 


percentages, means and results from Both chi squared significance 


test and an F-ratio significance test are included for each item; 


(3) the trend is identified and discussed for each item. All items 
20 F) * 


[4 f 
on the instruments were rated according to the scale; excellent - 


5 points; above average- 4 points/ average - 3 points; below 


average - 2 points; and po@r “= 1 points Mean ratings of above 3 are 


considered as positive and ratings below a mean of 3 are considered 


negative. «Se 


The chi squared statis€ic was obtained from the crosstabulation 


analysis available as an opt§on in the SPSS program. The subprogram, 


CROSSTABS, calculates the two-way chi squared statistic, probability 


level, frequencies and percentages for each of the two subgrotips 


(pre-test and post-test). The F-ratio statistic was calculated 


along with the means and standard deviations of the two subgroups’ 


as a part of ‘the SPSS halls ONEWAY, which is alo available "in the 
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D.W. Mattson anpeees Center at Tennessee Tech. The two statistical 


be 


z: Bante; enecally produce, similar resilts thougit ong ee notipakametric “il 
a8 : Hie ae eee 
and the Saha is vi lad in. scope. The ree :0f data collected Sots, 2 
via the rating scale. .technique’ merit analysis’ only. at the. hoo-, 


‘Paranetric level. Therefore, the chi squared statistic shouia _ 
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utilized when: ra we tests aiffer. : - oh 5 : 
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Ttem 1. The degree es which the General Raucation reqhirements, con- 
tributed to my development as dn "educated-person" was: R. 
Excellent; B. Above average; C. Average .D. Below Average 
E. Poor. 
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, a NS i 3A , ; ® 
Pre A.15(5.2%); B.134(46.2%); C.116(40%); D.18(6.2%); E.7(2.4%); N=290; M=3.45; 
Post A.16(7.2%); B. meet 5%); Cc. 112(50. ie D. 22(9, 9%); E.11(5. 0%) ;N=222;M=3.22; 

: é 
Chi Seuweua 220.04; Sign. Os 0005; Di 45 F=9.79; Sign.#=0. 002;D£,=1; D£,*510 
@ 

The results indicate a definite shift from pke to post-assessment in 
the downward direction. Students who have completed their student 
teaching experience rated the item significantly lower after the 
Student teaching experience than they did before the experience. 


Item 2. The overall inatructdgnal program in my general education ‘ 
courses wast : 3 


, e 


Pre A.21(7.3%); B.126(43.6%); C.119(41:2%); 2.20(6.98%); E 43(1.09) ;N=289; M=3,49 


» PostA.10 (4. SB) B. fees 1%); C.101(45.7%); D.16(7. sheds E,i2(S. 48) NA2215 M=3. 28, 


chi, squared= 11.67; sign.=0. 0200; Df=4; F=8. 29; Sign. =. -004gD£, =1; Df£,=508 


The results indicate a significant trend ah the downwa a direction. 
Students who had completed their student teaching expe ierice rated 
the item lower than they did prior to the experience. 1 ae 


Item 3. My insight into my own philosophy of education is: 


Pre A.30(10.3%);  B.151(52.1%)y C.96(33.1%); D.12(4.1%); E.1(.38);N=290; M=3.68 
PostA.45 (20.3%); B.L113(50.9%); C.53(23.9%); D.9(4. 1%); Hw2(.9%); N#222; M=3.86 
:; ' : ? 
Chi squared= 12.84; Sign=0.0121; yaaa Fr6.65; Signs ,010;D£,=1; Df£>=510 
2 : - ; 

The results ind cate a significant trend in the upward diredtion. 
Students rated e’ item significartly higher after completing their = 
student teaching experience than before the experience. 


, Item 4. My understanding of the ‘social: foundations .of education, is: 
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‘pate’ A AS rice aby B.. 96(39-18)] “Cs 14148. 6%)) Pp. 35 (22. ARE, 10 (3. 4th ped Sines, 20 
Syren Asda Gs 481 TB. 82 (37, 18s C.98(A4, 384. D.22(10,081) F .7(3. 282) N= ae 


ery equareds- 3. 89) $24nm0. 4217) Dfa4) Pa2, 64; stgns,201)_ Df,=1; Df, = 509 
oe , The results indtéate’ a atichk: trend. upward. but no stnktelivaliy 
“Po significant ia lac Sa: were, found te sa eau hetween vit pre. and ‘post a 


_" assessments. i " : 
ae e e or . N ry y 
“* = Item 5d. . My understanding ag the historical PR ckoround< “to contemporary 
Jy ie: issues is: 
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sd 0 hee 05k 

“ Pre’ A.18(6.2%); B.75(25,9%)7 C.150(51.78); D. 38 (13. 1%); E79(3.1%).3 N= =290;M=3.19 

BORN, A.22 (10,14) 7B.69(31.4%); C.96 (43.6%); D. 28 (12. 7%); E.5(2. tet M=3.34 . 
50 


chi ,Squared= 5.66; Sign=0.2260; DE=4; F=3.73; Sign=0. 051; D£,=1; D£)= ia 


e 
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The resubts indicate a trend upward which “was statistically significant 

according to the analysis. of variance: test but “not significant accord- 
\ ing to the chi’ squared test. ‘Students rated the item higher after, 
their st#dent teaching experience than before the experience. 


Item 6. My experience in my paraprofessional assignments was: | « 


eo 


Pre A.91(31..7%) 


Chi squared= 9.52; Sign=0.0493; bf=4; P=8.14; Sign=0/005; Df,=1; D£,=503 
. ‘ a v F . ‘ 
- 4 i 3S 
The results indicate a significant trend downward. The students still 
«view the experience favorably, but.not as PERE erry as they did prior 
- to the student teaching SMES EL OES: 


. 
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e Item 7} The value of my paraprofessional experience is: a m 


Pre A.98(34.0%); B.91(31.6%); Fes) 61(24. 2%Y; D.27(9. 4%)) E.11(3.8%); N=288;M=3, 83 


Post A,61(27.9%); B.67(80.6%); C. S022. 8%); D. Pees 7%); E. 22(10. 0%) ;N=219;M=3.59 


Chi squared= 9.18; Sign=0:567; DF=4; F=5.63; Siane =O. 017; Df£,=1 Dfg= 505 Le 


s 
.The trend was significantly downward after the student teaching 


éxperience though _ the overall evaluation was still.definitely on the 
* positive side of fayverage. The chi squared test was significant at . 
‘only the 0.06.leyel while the F-ratio was much more significant. 


Item ‘8. "My preparatidn: im my major teaching field is: i 


Pre A.52(17.8%); B.163(55.8%); C.68(23.3%);-.D.7(2.4%); Ev’2(.7%); N=292; M=3.88 
# Post A. 63 (28.5%); B.103(46.6%); C.45(201,4%); D.8(3.6%); E.2(.9%); N=221; M=3.98 


phd squared 9.69; Sign= 0.0459; Df=4; F=2.23; Sign = 0.132; Df ,=1; Df£7=511 
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Y;°B.108(37.6%); C.56(19.5%); D.23(8,0%); E.9(3.18%) ;-N=287;M=3: 87 
Post A.53(24.3%); B.77(35.3%); C.50(22.9%); D.20(09.2%); _E.18(8.3%); N=218;M=3.58 
% ra : e , 2 : 
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The trend was upward indicating that student teachers perceive their 4 
- academic training quite favorably before the student teaching 

experience and better after the. experience. Only the chi squared 

test was statistically significant at the 0.0% level. 
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«Item 9. The instructional program in my major teaching field-was: 


Pre A.55(18.8%); B.135(46'.2%); C.81(27+7%);, D.16(5.5%); E.5(1.7%); N=292;M=3.75_ 


Post A.51(23.1%); B.99(44.8%); C.54(24.4%); D,12(5.4%); E.5(2.3%); N=221; M=3.81 


Chi squaned= 1.87; Sign> 0.7596; D£=4;*F=.555; Sign=0.463; Df£4=1;.Dfo= 511 
ei , . > e - 

No statistically significant trend was indicated in the way the : 

student teachers perceived the instructional program in their major 

teaching field. Overall theiIn evaluations positive. ) 


Item 10. My’ preparation for developing lesson plans is: 


' i ‘ 
Pre A.20(6.9%); B.103(35.4%); C.122 (41.9%); D.33(11.3%) ;E.13(4.5%); N=291;M=3.29 
Post A.40 (18.1%) ;B.92(41.6%); C.61(27.6%); D.23(10.4%); E.5(2.3%); N=221; M=3.63. 


we squared= 24.83; Sign= 0.0001; Df=4; F=16.436; Sign= 0.0002; Df,=1; Df2=510 


> 


The student teachers rated their training in lesson planning 
significantly better after the student teaching experience than before 


the experience. . 
‘ es ee 
Item 11. My preparation for organizing and developing teaching units 
is: 


Pre A.14(4.8%);, B.99(34.1%); C.127(43.8%); D.39(13.4); E.11 (3.8%) ;N=290;M=3.23 
Post A. 39 (17.6%) 7B. 95 (42.8%); C.63(28.4%); D.2149.58F; E.4(1.88); N=222; M=3.65 


=1; pf,=510 § 


Chi squared 33.66; Sign=0.0000; Df=4; F=27.23; Sign=.0000; DEY 


. The student teachers rated their preparation for using unit plans 
significantly better after the student teaching experience than 
‘Before the experience. ‘ 


cy 


Item 12. My preparation for. evaluating pupil progress isiy J 
Pre A.11(3.8%); B.111(38.3%);C.138(47.6%) ;D.23(7.9%);E.7(2.4%); N=290; M=3.33 
Post A.33(14.9%) ;B.102 (46.2%) ;C.76(34.4%); D.6(2.7%); E.4(1.8%); N=221; M=3.70 


Chi squared= 31.38; Sign=.0000; Df=4; Fm26.45) Sign= .0000; Df,=1) D£2=509 


The student teachers perceive their preparation for“evaluating pupils 
significantly better after the student teaching experience than prior, 
_ jtp the experience. ~ ; 


7 | | is 1 ee 
: ; / 


“Item 13. My preparation for developing and madntatning pupil interest 
: dn class activities is; 


° o 


“Pre. A,18(6.2%)) B.121(4£.78) 105127 (47. 2%) ;D,12(4.18)) E.25(.78); N=290;M= 3.49 
“Powen. 26 (11,88) ;B..115 (52.3%)) C. 70631, Beh) D.7(3.28)7 E.2(. 9%); N=220; M=3.71 


as Vv ‘ 


chi equared@us. 29; signs 0.0041; ‘Df£f=4; Fel1.79; Sign= 0.0010; Df =1;'D£,=508 


1 
Student teachers perceive their preparation for developing student. ' 
interest significantly more favorably after the student hima 
experience than before the SxNeTES HES: 


» 
~ 


Item 1A; My preparation, in the ‘pBychology of. -learning fe 3 ie git. f 
: e - tbe 
> N=289;M=3.40 
7 


Pre A.19(6.6%); B.105-(36.3%); C.140 (48.4%) ;D.22(7.6%); E.3(1. 08 : 
NSPE TEES ote 


) 
Post A.19(8.6%); B.80(36.2%); C. 101(45. 7%); D. 19(8. 6%); E. 2(0. 9%) 
chi squared=1. O65 sign= =0.90; *DF= 4; F= Q. 21; Sign=0.64; Df,=1; Dia* 508 


Student eee do not perceive their preparation ih the psychology 

of learning measurably. different prior and after their student teach- 
ing experiences. Their overall rating of this area is only slightly 

above average. a ‘ 


ttex 15. My PeeReaatehan for handling sneuttie behavior hae: is: 


Pre A.18(6/3%); B.86(30.18);.C.143{50.0%); D.30(10.5%);,B.9(3.18); N=286; M=3.26 
Post A.17(7.7%);, B.82(37.3%)» C.86(39.1%); D.25(11.4%); &.10(4,5%) ; N=220;M=3; 32 


Chi squared= 6.32; Sign=0.18; Df=4; F=0.65; Sign=0.43; Df ,=1, Df2=504 

t 3 v7) b ‘ , é a ’ 
There is no statistically significant changes.in studént teacher 
attitudes relating to maintaining discipline resulting from 


_ their student teaching experience. The most, notice a®B fe, change, 
though nonsignificant, is the shift from-the average to the 
- above average rating of the item. The overall ratings for this 


F item were average. 


Item 16. My understanding of the developmental characteristics 

of the specific age group which I am prepared to teach 

is: ; : 3 j | 

Pre A,30(10.3%); B.138(47.3%);C.105 (36.0%) ;D.16(5.5%); E.3(1.0%) ;N=292;M=36.0 
Post A. S2(23.5%)4 8.94 (42.5%) 9C.61(27.64)¢ 0s 12(5.4%)% Bsd(0-94) 6 Na221; N=3.82 


Chi’ squared=17.18; Sign=0.002; Df=4; F=8.90; Sign=0.003; Df ,=1; Dfo=511 


Student teachers perceive their understanding of child duvet Spank 
significantly more favorably after the student teaching experience 

- than prior to the experience. Their overall ratings for this item 
were above average. ; 


Item i My neepanahlon for utilizing Sua geva sus t aids in my 
teaching is: 


‘ 


° - 


14 


® 
~ einai 


‘ 


' Pre A.44(15.18)} B,141 (48.5%) ;C.81(27.88%) 1D, 18(6.28); E£:7(2.48); N=291;M=3.68 
Post A.44(19.9%)) B,97(43,9%)) C.62(28,1%); D. 13(5.9%]) E.5 (2.38) ;N=221)M=3. 73 


Chi squared= 2.2 1, Sign=0,69) Df4; sign=0.50;\D£,=1; D£,=510 


_ skadent <eachene do not change their perceptions tgward their 
preparatory /programs as a result of their student teaching experiences. * 
Item 18. My preparation in ondexetanding the factors that determine 

ees hoes my own .teaching personality and motivation is: 


‘ + ‘ 


Pre A.27(9.2%); B.125 (42.8%); C.126(43.2%);D. 12(4.1%); E.2(0.7%); N=292;M=3. 56 
Post A.27(12. 2%); B.108(48.9%); C.79(35.7%); D.5(2. anni E.2(0.9%); i aie 69 


wail: 


Chi squared= 5. ‘17; Sign="0.27; Df£=4;. F=4. 65; Signs0. 04; Df,=1; bfye513 


\ 
The results from the two seatinevent baste indicate different results. 
The F-ratio indicated a significant trend upward while the chi squared ® 
test revealed a shift upward which was not statistically SG nd See e rte 


Item 19. “My preparation for tegering students requiring remedial 
work ,is: - F 5 

Pre A.17(5.9%); B. 79 (27.24) 1C 124 (42. ga fu. 59(20. 30); B-21f3.00) 7" Ne290) M=3.11 
Post A.15(6.8%); _ B.73(33.2%); C.85(38.6%,;D.35(15.9%); Etdgt5.5%); N=220; M=3.20 


“Chi squared= 4.287 Sign= 0.37; Df=4; F=1.12; Sign= 0.29; Df£,=1; Dfo= 508 


seuaant teachers give this item an overall Yating of rage and do- 

not' significantly, alter their perceptions of their oN ecice for res ie 
teaching remedial work to studerts as a yesult of their student ; 
teaching experience. 


Cd 


ee . item ‘20.~ My RFeparation for teaching students. of eee ability is: 
pre” A.24(8.2%);° B.159(54.6%); Cc. 99 (34. 0%); ere E.0(0.08); N=2914 “M=3.68 
Post A.29(13.1%) ;'B.126(57.0%); C.59(26.7%); D.6(2.7%); E.1(0.5%) ;N=221j M=3.80 


Se 


_Chi squared: 6.57%; Sign= 0.14; Df=4; F=3.57; St gne DDG, Df ,=1; Df2= 510 


4 There is an upward trend m pre to wa bqweaewanent on student 
teachers perceptions of théir- ‘training for teaching students of —' 
‘average ability. OQverall the student teachers rate this item above 
average. ‘ 


Stet neeaca lial 


Item 21. My preparation for teaching student’ of above average 
“ ability is: - 


Pre A. 15(5.18); B.108(37.0%); C.129(44.2%);D.38(13.0%); E.2(0.7%); N=292;M=3. 33 
) Post A. sila 5%); B.93(42.1%); C. 81(36.7%); D.10(4.5%); E. 5(2.3%); N=221;M=3.62 


~Ohd squared = a5 54; Sign=0.00; Df=4; F=15.63;- Sign=0.00; Df,=1; Df2=511 


- oho Ao * 


ae 
lage 


: . 
~ 7 . 
* . j ' 4 


Student .teachers perceive their preparation for teaching students 
of above ayerage ability significantly more positive after the 
Student teaching experience than prior to the experience. ws 
= 22. My knowledge relative to teacher employment procedures, ‘ 
, benefits, and Peeters ore is: z = 
‘Pre “A. 13(4. 5%);> Ba55 (18. 8%); oh siaeaees D.71(24. 3%); E.16 (5.5%) ;N=292;M=2.92 
Post A..20 (9. O%); B. 56(25. 3%);C. 88(39. 8%); D.40(18. Gare Es RT (7.78); N=221:M=3.10 
) 


¢ 


{ 


(Chi squarea= 11. 24; Sign=0.02; DF=4; F=4.07; Sign= 0. 04; Df,=1; Df2=511 - \ 


aaa teachers perceive their knowledge relative to.teacher 
employment procedures significantly better after the student teach- 
ing experience than prior to the experignce. However, their overall 
feelings relating to this item reflect only an average understanding. 
és . . ; ’ . » 
Item 23. My knowledge of curricular;trends in my area of teaching 


ote iss ‘ 


; S 
‘Pre A.22(7.5%); B.106(36.3%); C.125(42.8%); D.35(12.0%); E.4(1.4%) ;N=292;M=3.37 


Post A.19(8.6%); -B.93(42.3%); C,.91(41.4%); D.13(5.9%); E. 4(1.8%); N=220; M=3.50 
> € 


Chi squared= 6.51; Sign- 0.16; Df=4; F= 3.27; Sign= 0.07; D£,=1; Df5= 510 


1 


The results indicate: that, student teachers have amore positive but 
nonsignificantly better perception of theit® knowledge of scurricular 
trends after the student teaching experience than prior: to the 
experience. , 


Item 24. The degree to which my professional education courses have 
enabled me to become self-evaluative is: 


Pre A.18(6.2%); B.105(36.0%); C.14.0(47.9%); D.25(3.6%); E.4(1.4%) ;N=292;M=3. 37 
Post A+s23(10.4%);B.80(36.2%); C.85(38.5%); D.24(10.9%); E.9(4.1%); N=221; M=3.38 


Chi squared=9.74; Sign= 0.05; Df=4; F=0.02; Sign=0.61; Df,=1; Dfo=511 
The results indicate significantly different feelings after the student. 
teaching experience than before the experience as measured by the chi 
+ Squared test. However, due to a shift from the average column in both 
the upward and downward directions there ‘was little change in the 
overall meah ratings and thus no significaht aifference was found 
in the Fe-ratiio. 


Item 25. The degree to which faculty in the College of Education 
serve a’ positive models of good teaching was: 


Pre? A.20(6. 98); B.100(34.5%) ;C.116 (40.0%) ;D.33(11.4%);E.2 (7.2877 M2290; M=3.22 
Post A.21(9.4%3);B.62(28.1%); C.79(35.7%); D. 33(14.9%); E.26(11.8%); N=221;M=3.09 


Chi squared= 7.31; Sign=0.12;-Df=4; F=2.16; Sign = 0.14; Dfj=1; Df2=509 


es oe 16 
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f te : ° au C 
The overall perceptiong of student teachers toward the faculty in ae 
the College of Education both before and after the student teaching . 3) 


experience are PET AEEV ESS unchanged and reflect a rating of average. 


yo Xtem 26. The ‘degree to: penn College of Education serve as positive 

ae models of good teadhing was? Ko 

Pre A. 50(17. 1%); B.109(37. 38); Cc. ‘108 (37. 0%); D.21(7.2%); E.4(1. 4%); N=292;M=3. 62° 
Post aA. 36 (643%;);B. 61(27. peed ies 90.40. 7%); D.22(10.08%)7 E. BAUS SeaTac 393 


Chi squared = 11.89; Sign=0; 62; Bes 4; F=6. 724, Sign=0. Ol; Ries ad Df oo 


ou é 


The trend manifested su the pre to post- assessments is gael ont a 
downward. Student. teaghers rated the ‘item lower after the experience , 


.. than before the experience and the overall sleet: w ‘ohly slightly 
above averages i \ 


. 


Item 27. The Gulia of paceneleae 201 -eaiiae sat Paychology) to my ; 
professional ee ee MN was: 


Pre A.23(8.0%); B.74 (25.8%) ; é. 209635698); D.65 (22.68); —.22(7.7%) ;N=287;M=3.04 
Post A.20(9.1%); B.49(22.4%); Cie Tse TAG D. 40(18. 3%); iE. 23(10. 5%) ;N=219;M=3.01 


¢: 
Chi squared = 3754; Sign = 0.47; pé= 4; F=0.06; Sign = 0. a! . ae Dfo= 404 


‘The overall rating of student teachers ieepenenaitn ce: the valy : | Of . 
_general psychology is of only average standing. There were no- : 


Statistically significant changes resulting from the re ne 
experience. ); 


2 ‘ 


Item 28. The instruction in BAYONET OSY was: . 


Pre A.34(12.1%); B.64(22.9%);-C, 114 (40. 7%).;D. 46 (16. 4%)e E.22(7.9%); ; N= 280;M=3/15 
Post A.24(1}.1%),; B.56(25.8%); C.86(39. ot D.27(12.4%); £.24(11.1%);N= 217;M=3. 13 


ae squared = 3. 28; Sign= 0.51; Df=4; F=0, -03; Sign'= 0.65; ee D£>= “495 


The overall rating for the item was average and’ chan’ was no 


"significant change in the perceptions of student veachers asa result 
of their student teaching experience. . ' oat 


“Item 29, The degree Of warmth and interest ‘with which I was " recei’vea 
when I sought help from my adviser. was:. ye ge 8 


Pre A. 96(33.0%); B.84(28.9%); C.64(22..0%) ;D. 289.683; E.19(6.5%); N= =291;M=3. 72 
Post A.72(33.0%); B.67(30.7%); C.43(19.7%); D.23(10.6%) > E. 13(6.0%);N= =218; M=3. 74 


Chi sauaregd = 0.62; Sign = 0.96; D£=4; F = 0.04; Sign = 0.67; Déi=1i,.d£2=507 
% @ oi . _ ae ¥ . 


e 


The results indicate bn Maca’ rating of slightly above average for 
the item. There was not a significantly different trend which resulted 
from the student teaching experience. une gs 


Oni 8 og ee ad bes, 41 a. 


- of, y Fp ‘ a s 


aan 30, | The advising system at Tennessee Tach is; . te tg 


e ry 28(9. 6872, 79(27.1%J)C. 113(38. 8%) 7D.53.018.2%) pE,18 (6.2%); N=291; M=3. 16 | 
ce Ae 22 (10. Q%);8B. 63 (28.8%)')C. 76(34.7%); bras {12 8%) );£.30(13. 7%); N=219;M=3. 09 


‘oie results from the chi squared test rave ciel a significant change 
~Erom the pre to post assessment with a slightly dbwnward trend. The 
a résults from the F- ratio were not signifi¢ant at Ithe 0.05 level of 


re “ measurement. The it a rating £on the item was| average. 
ah f oe f a Ve 
Mad ‘Item 31. The Aseree ‘to ‘which I agree with the folltowing statemen 


| 
{ 


ani (Tennessee Tech is a student-oriented university.) 


ose. he 22(7. ae B.76 (26.28); C.123(42.4%); D.43(14.88); E..26(9.0%) ;N=290;M=3.09 ' 


‘Post™ A. Phe LBS i B.46(20.8%); C. 84 (38. -0%); D.48(21.7%)); E. 25 (11. SRI NSS EEN eae > 


cond” Bquarea = 6. 22;> Sign ="0, 187. Df=4; F = 2.80; ah =O. 09; D£4=1; D£ = 509. 
\ ad . oN 
The results indi cnte a downward trend ‘on the ete gs for the item 
< but the statistical tests indicated no.significanltt differences at the 


9.05 level. The overallixating for the item was javerage. Bs 
‘ j ‘ 
{Ltem 324 The-v alug of nicroteaching to my professional. development : 
gi # was: “ : : “ 


be 


: %, . ‘ 
‘Pre &%.72(27. Sey; B.105(39.3%); c. 55 (20. 6%);D.20(7. ee; E.15(5. 64); N=267;M= 3.74 
Pat A.44(22. 7%); B. TIAN: 9%)% C.51(25.1%); D.18(8.9%); E.13(6.4%); N=203;M=3.60 


Chi squaxed <x 2.60; ee = 0.59; Df=4; F = 2.09; Sign = 0.15; piety. Df£.=468 
e.% Pa - ae: ; 2 ee 

i . : 
« « The ‘results indicate a downward trend but neither of the significance 
tests reveal it to be significant at the 0.05 level. The overall 


rating-for,the item is ‘above average. 
Item 33% The instruction and supervision in microteaching was: 
‘ : 


Pre’ A.59(22.3%); B.101,(38.3%) ;C.70(26.5%) ;D.26(9.8%); E.8(3.0%); N=264; M=3.67 
Post A.47(23.3%); B.61¢30.2%); C.60(29.7%);D.19(9.4%); E.15(7.4%) ;N=202; M=3.52 
Chi squared = 7.10) Sign = 0.13; Df£=4; # = 2.05; Sign = 0.15; D£,=1; D£,=464 

et : $ se . Ss ° . 


"phe results indicate a downward trend but neither of the significance 
4 tests reveal it to be significant at the 0.05 level. The overall 
rating for the item is above average, - 


* Lol 
‘ 
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Item 34. The valug of FOED 101, ‘Introduction to qe 


Pre A.16(6.0%); B,55(20.5%); C.87(32.5%) 7D.61(22.8%)) E.4847 of); N=268 M=2.7 
Post A.12(5.8%); B.35(17.0%); C.60(29.1%); D.46(22.8%);E.59(25,7%) ;N=206; M=2.55. 


Chi squared:= 5.31; Sign = 0.38; Df=4) F = 2.67 Sign = 0.10; Df, = 1;'D£2@ 472 


The overall rating for the item was slightly below. erage on both the 
- pre and post-assessments. Neither of the two signiff¥cance tests reflected 
any statistically significant difference between pre and post-assessments. 


we 
* 
; 


i Item a5 The instruction in FOED 101 was: # 


Pre A.24(9.0%); B.65(24.4%)) C.96(36.1%)'7D.45 (16.9%) 7 E. 36 (13.5%) ;N=266;M=2.98 
_-Paat A.19(9.3%)7 B.47(23.0%]; C:67(32.8%) ;D.28(13.7%)f E.A3 (21.1%) ;N=204;M=2. 86 


Fe Chi squared = 5.12; Sign = 0.27; D£ = 4) F = 1.30) Sign frovas df,=1; D£,=468 
; | r » ° a 

ty . The overall rating for the item was average ang@ though a downward’ 
trend is manifested from the pre to post asses ments there were no. 

: Statistically significant differences from th@ two significance tests. is 
. \ | . bs 

ae Item 36. The value of FOED 222, Hunan /Growk and Development, was: 


: % 
Pre A.29(10.5%); B.97(35.1%); C.120(43.5%); p.22[8.08) E.8(2.9%); N=276; M=3.42 
Post A.22(10.6%); B.73(34.6%) ;C.88(41.7%) ;D.17(8.1%); E.11(5.2%); N=211; M=3.37 


Chi squared = 1.74; Sign = 0.78] Df = 4; F40.42; Sign = 0.53; Df,=1; Df£2=485 | 
eo The overall rating ‘by the student |teachers was Blightly above average and ; 
there were no statistically significant differences revealed by the , 
two tests. of significance between the pre and post-assessments. 


Item 37. The instruction in FOED 222 was: 


eh te © < ~ 
, Pre Aw41(14.9%)) B.93(33.8%) + C.103(37.5%)7 D.2448.7%); EB.14(5.18); pet ag g 
‘Post A.33(15.7%) 3B.74(35.2%); C.74(35.2%);.D.16(7.6%) 5 E.13(6.2%); N=210; M=3. 


, Chi squared = 0.72;Sign = 0.95; DE=4; F = 0.04; Sign = 0.67; Df =1; Dfo= 483 
gt & i 
Student teachers did not perceive the instruction in FOED‘222 
. differently as a result of their student teachi (experiences. Their 
overall ratings for the item were slightly aboveMaverage. - 
¢ 


% _ 3 
Item 38. The value of FOED 223, Educational Psychology, was: 


Pre A.26(9.2%); B.82(29.1%); C.120(42.6%); D.35(12.4%); E.19(6.78); N=282;M=3.22 
Post A.19(8.8%) ;B.57(26.4%); C.87( 40.3%); D.39(18.1%); E.14 (6.5%); N=216; M=3.13 
N ‘ 


mp % 


Chi squared =.3.13/ Sign = 0.54; Df = 4; F = 0.90; Sign = 0.35; D£,=1; D£,=496 


i ‘ 
bie } 16 " 
pe ae . * e A 
; ; 
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hg - §tudent teachers rated the value of educational psychology slightly 
but not Significantly lower after their student teaching experiences 
thansbefore the experience. Their overall ratings io the item were 
average, 
_ : 
- Item 39. The instruction in FOED 223 was: 
y £. .2%); N=282;M=3.11 
Pre A.26(9.2%) B.72(25.5%) ;C.112 (39.7%); D.49(17.4%}¥ E.23(8 
Post A.27(12.6%) ;B.44(20.6%) ;C.78(36.4%)5 D.39(18.2%); E.26(12.1%);.N=214;M=3.03 
\ : : 


Chi squared = 4.95; Sign = 0.29; D£ = 4; F= 0.49; Sign = 0.49; Df,=1; D£2=494 
. The overall ratings for the item were average and ‘though a slight oe 


downward trend is noticed from the pre to post-assessment there 
were no statistically significant. differences, 


af Item.40, The value of FOED 301, Social Foundations of Education, 
‘ wast.g S 


. 


td 
Pre*A.12(4.2%); B.58(20.4%); C.108(37.9%)1D.63(22.1%)) E.44(15.,4%) ;N=285;M=2. 76 
Phst A.12 (5.5%) ;B.33(15.2%); C.67(30-9%) ;D.56(25.8%); E.49(22.6%); N=217; M=2.55 


_Chi squared = 8.69; Sign - 0.0883; Df = 4; F = 4.18; Sign - 0.04; D£,=1; D£,=500 


say The overall ratings for the item are slightly below average hnd the — a 

student teachers perceive the value of the course less favorably 
after the student teaching experience than prior to the experience. : 
The chi squared significance test revealed that the differencda was 
not statistically significant at the 0.05 level though close (0.09). 
The F-ratio indicated statistical significance. - re 


‘. ‘ 
? “ot 


Item 41. The’ instruction in PORD 301 was: 


: eo 
Pre A.12(4.2®); B.52(18.3%);C. 115(40.5%); D.59(20.8%) ;E.46(16.2%) ;N=284;M=2.74 
Post A,12 (5.5%) ;B.41(18.9%);C. 62(28.6%); D.49(22.6%); E.53(24.4%); N=217;M=2.58 


“thi squared = 9.807; Sign.= 0.0438; Df=4; F=2.19; Sign = 0.14; Df =1; D£,=499 
ae ‘ i , : : 


The results indicate a downward trend which was determined to be 
statistically: significant by- the chi squared analysis and slightly : 
. but not statistically significant by the analysis of variance i 
} significance test. The overall ratings for the item were slightly 
! below average. ‘ : 


Item 42. The value of FOED 302, History and Philosophy of Education ° 
Was; 


\ 


Si ae! as 


A 


‘Pre A.45(16.2%);B.85 (30.6%); C.106(38.1%) ;D.30(10.8%) ;E.12 (4.3%) ;N=278;M=3. 43 
Post A.27(12.78);8.59(27.78); C.83(39.08); D.25 (11.7%) ;E.19(8.9%) ;N=213;M=3, 73 


Chi squared = 5.52; Sign=6.2379; D£f=4; F=4.34; Sign = 0.04; Df£j=1; Df2= 489 


: ° 
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pre A.66(24.0%)) B.99(36.0%);C.88(32.0%); D>16(5.8%); E.6(2.2%); N2275;M=3.74 


Chi squared =. 8.5467; Sign = 0.0735; Dé=4i F=2,.99; Sign=0.08; De Mag De,409 


od 


“Chi squared = 9.797) Stan = 0.0040; D£=4p F=6,19; Sign ='0.01; Dfj=1; D£,=486 


Post A.40(18.9%); B.67(31.6%); C.69(32.5%);_ }.19(9.08); E.17(8.0%);N=212; M&3.44 
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‘Sthdent teachers perceive the value for history and philosophy of 
education less favorably after they have experienced student t aching 
than before. The downward trend, is statistically significant As 
determined from the analysis of variance test of significance The oe 
results from the chi squared significance test reflect a trend but 
no statistical significance at the 0.05 level. The overall ratings 
for the item were slightly above average. 


~ 


Item 43. ‘he instruction in FOED 302 was: = 


© ¢ 


Post A.44 (20.7%); B.69(32,4%);C.65 (30.5%); D.20(9.4%), E.15(7.0%) ;N=213;M=3.50 


"- Student teachers rate the instruction in history and philosophy of 
education above avgrage but tend to rate the item significantly 


lower after the student acaening experience than > prior to the 
experience. i 


‘ 


Item 44 - The value of FOED 330, Evaluation and Guidance, was: 


Pre A.46 (16.3%); B.105(37.2%) ;C.103(36.5%) }D.18(6.4%); E.10(3.5%);N=282; M=3.56, 


Fi : . : ~ k 
Student teachers rate the item slightly above average. and tend to 
perceive their value of this course evaluation and guidance slightly." 


but not significantly less favorably after the student teaching 
experience thah prior to the experience. 


Chi squared = 7.6105; Sign =0.1069; Df=4; F=1.63; Sign - 0.20; Df.=1; Df£2=492 


. ® . 

Item 45. The instruction in FOED 330 was: - 
Pre A.61(21.9%); B.87(31.3%) ; C.93(33.5%);D.24(8.6%) ;E.13(4.7%); N=278;M=3.57 
Post A.39(18.3%); B.72(33.8%); C.59(27.7%) ;Ds20(9. 4%) ;E.23(10.8¢);N=213;M=3. 39 


> 


The overall rating for the ikerneetea in evaluation. and guidance 
‘was slightly above average. Student teachers perceived the item 
less. favorably after the student teaching experience than prior to 
the. experience but the downward trend was not. statistically 

anak scans at the 0.05 slevel. ‘ i 
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Item 46. The value of my methods sourecter was: 


“pre A.84(29 4%); BL117(40.9%);C. 64 (22. 4%) ;D.15(5.2%); E. 6(2. 1%); N=286; M=3.90, 
Post A.54(24.4%); 5. 84 (38. O%); C. 51(23. 1%); D.19(8.6%);E. 13(5. 98) 7 °N=221;M=3 466 
ae aft 

Chi squared = 8. 26127 Sign=0.0825; Df£=4; F6:. 64} sign = 0.01; Deyo2i D£,=, 505 


- « 


Toye The student teachers rate the value of cheng method (s) suuves te) 
above average. However, there is a strong and sometimes significant 
trend in the downward direction between the pre and post~assessment. : ie 
The analysis of variance test was significant at the 0.01 level” : 
while the chi squared significance test, produced only a Slight. 
Sognseteance at the 0.08 level. 
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Item 47, The instruction in my methods ; ,eourse (a) Maet te A » EZ 


Pre A.67(23. 8 ve B.117(41.6%1) C,.71(25. sein 16.(5.7%)7 EB. 10 (3.6%); N=281)M=3, 76: 
“Post A,44(20.3%)) B. 81(37. 911. 60 (27, 6%)) D. 15 (6. 94) ) Es 17(7. 88); N=217)M=3. 55. 


ae ‘ 
ie squared) =. 5.9554; Sign '= 0.20253 pfe4; Ped. 97's Bion a 02; Deyn) DE,=496 . 


Student teachers rate ehais instruction: in the methods courses above » nS 
average but tend. to-lowex their "perceptions after their. student’ , 
% teaching experiénces. The results from the two significance tests 
“so.  yvreveal significant differences -between pre and post- assessment on 


the analysis of variance test ‘and no statistical atgntticance on 
a the chi agaered test. ‘ ’ 
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P . 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - 


The results from the investigation reveal that studeft teachers 
do significantly change their perceptions of the courses and ex- 
_periences which they completed before entering the student teaching 
experience. Fairly definite trends from pre-to-post assessment were 
ER 4 identified in all but six of the N7 ‘tins. Stabtetdeat significance 
was found in a sizeable. number of the items as has been reported 
_ Ain the ‘previous pages” of this report. ; . oe 

An’ effort to determine the ‘méaning of the changes was made 

‘ through factor analysis of the pre-assessment scores which resulted 
in the dentification of 14 factors. Further study of the factors 
aia not provide sufficient. explanation for the changes which were 
depicted between the pre+and-post assessments. Inspection did re- 
_veal that there seems to be a definite pattern that developed which 
‘demonstrates that the student teachers tended to rate both the © 
items relating to the instruct yon and the value of their courses: 
lower after the student teaching experience and that likewise they 
rated perceptions relating to themselves and especially their under- 
stander their professional areas and skills—considerably higher 
after the experience. There was also a tendency to rate items 
relating to the university structure lower after the experience 
than before tals hea items relating to general psychology, human 
frowth and development. and their advisor were the only items which 
uere relatively ‘stable though) many of tthe above trends were not 
determined to be significant} different from chance at the 0.05 

level: of measurement. ~ 1" 
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Another patterg whieh seems to be revealed from the results 
of the investigation is that there is a somewhat Higher overaia 
mean rating for courses and experiences which were’ mow practical 
than theoretical. The methods courses were generally perceived 
more favorably than foundations courses. ‘However, a considerable 
difference was manifested between ratings in methods courses from 
different areas Bnd variations in the ratings relating to the 
several foundation courses were very much evident which Suggests 
that EGurHE ratings are definitely affected by course instructors. 


\ ” 


7 


7 s 


EFFECTS OF THE STUDY ¢ 


Although the study is of a cen bLeting nature, sufficient data has been 


rs produced ‘to ‘suggest, along with supportive research, changes implemented by 
ae > 
f" the College of Education. 


1. In Spring, 1976, a curriculum committee was established to consider 

. courses judged ineffective by. students and to plan modifications. 
Recommendations are under consideration which will identify competencies 
which can be met through field involvement in a practicum setting. 


a ~ 2. .In the sajoinine room is a presentation of our new programs of field 
: based instruction in two elementary education courses. A practicum 
has been established to accompany them and during the Winter, , 1977 P 
a portable unit will be attached to an area school to house the micro- 


: c teaching program 7 


3. University supervisors are committed to making a conscious effort to 
\ bridge the gap between theory and performance in their work with 
student teachers. This is reflected in the text our staff has de- 
veloped for student teachers. 


= 4, Consideration is being given to the development of a systematic 
; program of evaluation throughout the’ teacher education program rather 
than as a follow-up activity only. . . 
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